Their stereotyped character is not altered by certain differ-
ences of detail.
It proposes that no total amount of reparations be fixed
either for Rumania or Italy or Hungary or Finland or Bui-
garia. Though these states completely differ, the Australian ,
delegation has one standard approach to all of them in the
matter of reparations.
Another question. In all cases it proposes that reparations
be paid, not in kind, not in commodities produced by
the reparations-paying countries, but in foreign currency,
in dollars or sterling, or other foreign currency. Here,
too, one and the same yardstick is proposed for iall live
countries.
It further proposes that the question of reparations should
not be decided in substance at this Conference, but should be
relegated to a commission consisting of seven members. It
even proposes that reparations questions affecting Germany
and Austria be also referred to this commission, although
these questions do not concern this Conference at all. The
very fact that we are invited to adopt standard decisions on
reparations for five, or even seven, countries indicates that
the proposals of the Australian delegation are not construc-
tive proposals.
These proposals, however, bear a definite character: they
are unacceptable to the states which suffered aggression, but
in the countries responsible for aggression they will meet
with sympathy from those who want to evade reparations.
But the fallaciousness of a simplified, standardized ap-
proach to different countries is perfectly obvious. It surely
cannot be believed that the question of reparations due from
Germany on the one hand and, say, from Bulgaria on the
other, can be approached with one and the same yardstick,
with one and the same standard. In such cases a standard-
ized approach can< do much harm.
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